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MINUTES

California Postsecondary Education Commission

Meeting of February 4, 2003

Commissioners  AlanS. Arkatov Chair Commissioners
present HowardWelinsky, ViceChair absent
Carol Chandler GeorgeT.Caplan
IrwinS.Field Anthony M. Vitti
OdessaP. Johnson SusanHammer
GuillermoRodriguez, Jr. FayeWashington
EvonneSeron Schulze MelindaG. Wilson
Rachel E. Shetka
OliviaK.Singh
Calltoorder Commission Chair Arkatov called the Tuesday, February 4, 2003 California
Postsecondary Education Commission meeting to order at 9:25 am. at the Caifornia
State Capitol, Room 2040, Sacramento, California95814. He asked for amoment of
slenceto honor the crew of the Space Shuttle Columbiawho lost their livesthe previ-
ous Saturday .
Call oftheroll Chair Arkatov asked Executive Secretary AnnaGomez to call theroll. All Commis-
sionerswere present except Commissioners Caplan, Hammer, Vitti, Washington, and
Wilson.
Report of the  Executive Director Moore stated that he wanted to discusswith the Commission the

Executive Session

followingitems: the Legidative Analyst Office (LAO) report on CPEC, the statusof the
Eligibility Study, the Commission’ sbudget, and the upcoming April 8" Commission
mesting.

Director Moore stated that the LAO report emphasized the importance of the
Commission’ sdatacollection and dissemination activities. The LAO report dso Sated
that CPEC could either focus on objective higher education policy anaysisor it could
focuson coordination of higher educationin Caifornia(including program review and
review of new campusesand centers). Director Moore stated that he didn’t think that
some of the activitiesidentified by the LAO for each of the separate missions of the
Commission were mutually exclusive. Inany case, Director Moore expected that a
written responseto the LA O report would soon be forthcoming.
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Director M oore reported that the Commission has collected over 13,000 high school
transcripts. Healso ated that he had received aletter from the University of Cdifornia
and the California State University encouraging the Commission to forgo the class of
2001 Eligibility Study. Director Mooreindicated that he planned to talk with members
of the Assembly and Senate Higher Education committees about the Eligibility Study
about whether the study should be continued.

Commissioner Rodriguez asked whether the study could yield meaningful resultswith an
84% responserate.

Director Moorereplied that while past studies had a higher response rate meaningful
and statistically valid results could be derived from this set of transcripts. Thereal
problem for the Commissionisthat this study cannot be compl eted without the partici-
pation of the University and the State University. They expressed concernintheir letter
about the lateness of the study and the fact that admission criteriahave changed since
2001.

Chair Arkatov stated that he thought the changesthat have been occurring inthe K-12
sysemwarrant thisstudy.

Director Moore agreed with Chair Arkatov stating that whilethere have beenanin-
creasing number of studentswho are better prepared, it hasn’t trandated into anin-
creased participation rate. The Eligibility Study might help to answer some of these
questions.

Commissioner Rodriguez stated that hedidn’t think the arguments presented inthe UC—
CSU letter justifies cancellation of the Eligibility Study and that the Commission should
continueto moveforward to completethe study.

Director Moore agreed with Commiss oner Rodriguez whileindi cating that CPEC needs
the cooperation of the segmentsto completethe study. Director Mooreindicated that
heintended to pursuethismatter with the University of California, the CaliforniaState
University, and membersof the Higher Education policy committeesof the Legidature.

Director Moore reported that the LA O report recognized the difficulty the Commission
hashad in collecting AB 1570 data (enrollment and compl etions datawith astudent
identifier) but that it appeared wewere making progress. The Commission expectsthat
theUniversity of Cdifornia, the CaliforniaState Universty, and the CaliforniaCommu-
nity Collegeswould be submitting some datawith student i dentifiers soon so thet thefirst
study using these datacan commence. Director Moore noted that accountability isa
very important issue and that we need these data to analyze how the segments are
meseting established gods. Findly, Director Moore pointed out that thisparticular dataset
would only go back to Fall 2000 sincethat iswhenthe University of Cdiforniachanged
its procedureto collect and share student identifiers.

Director Mooreindicated that Senator V asconcellos has developed abrief paper which
asksgood questionsrelated to the State’ sbudget and itsimpact on different constituen-
cies. Director Moore pointed out akey considerationisthe budgetary impact of having
to recreate the infrastructure to support various groups and activities—it may be more
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costly to do that than to fund agencies and departmentswho have alevel of expertise
that would be difficult, if notimpossible, to replace. Director Moore stated that these
are key arguments concerning CPEC: if the Commission isweakened too severely,
what islost? And, would it be possibleto recapture what was|ost?

Director Moore alerted the Commission that the focus of the L egislature to date has
been on dealing with budget cutsin the current fiscal year. Hereported that the Legis-
lature had just passed abudget reduction proposal that the news mediaareindicating
that the Governor will veto becauseit contains anincreasein automobileregistration
fees. Director Moorefurther relayed that it isunclear what will happenif the Governor
doesveto the current proposal.

Director Moore stated that a Governmental Relations Committee meeting would be
scheduled for mid-March.

Findly, Director Moore passed out to the Commission acouple of handoutsthat hesaid
would provide good background materia for the April 8" Commission meeting.

Report of the
Statutory Advisory
Committee

Chair Arkatov called on Mr. Ron Fox, Chair of the Commission’ s Statutory Advisory
Committee, to make the Committee’ sreport. Mr. Fox reported that the Committee
met on January 27, 2003. The Committee focused on the Californiabudget, Cal Grant
aternatives, and discussed waysto better define and support CPEC including devel op-
ing ajoint letter of support for the Commission.

Mr. Fox indicated that Commissioner Susan Hammer had | eft the State Board of Edu-
cation. He also updated the Commission on current activities/issuesoccurring at each
of theeducation segments. Theseincludethetrangtion occurring a the Department of
Education with the new Superintendent of Public Instruction, the search for anew Presi-
dent of the University of Cdlifornia, the search for college presidentsat CdiforniaState
University, Sacramento and Cdifornia State Polytechnic University, Pomona, thefocus
on the budget and student fees at the CaliforniaCommunity Colleges Chancellor’ s Of -
fice, and theaddition of D-Q University asamember of the A ssociation of Independent
CdiforniaCollegesand Universities.

Discussion of the
2003-04budget

Chair Arkatov called on staff member Karl Engelbach and staff member Kevin Woolfork
to discuss the 2003-04 State Budget. Mr. Engelbach summarized the January 17,
2003 Fisca Policy Committee meeting. Mr. Engelbach indicated that representatives
fromthe University of Cdifornia, the CaliforniaCommunity Colleges, and the Student
Aid Commission werein attendance; he noted that arepresentativefromthe Cdifornia
State University was not ableto attend. Mr. Engelbach stated that Robert Turnage
fromthe CdliforniaCommunity Colleges Chancellor’ s Officereported that the Commu-
nity Collegesweretaking a$775 million cut and their proportion of Proposition 98
fundswere proposed to shrink from 10.4%t0 9.2%. The response from the commu-
nity collegesto these cutsisthe reduction of summer classesand thelayoff of adjunct
faculty. For the 2003-04 budget the Governor has proposed no money for enrollment
growth. Inaddition, it has been proposed that Community Collegefeesincreaseto $24
aunit fromthe current $11 aunit.
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Commissioner Rodriguez asked about theimpact of thelast feeincrease.

Mr. Woolfork responded that the community colleges experienced areduction of about
100,000 students.

Director Mooreindicated that the Community College L eagueis projecting a206,000
student reduction in the budget year.

Mr. Engelbach continued by reporting that the University of Californiarepresentative,
Debbie Obley, stated that UC wastaking a$373 million cut spread over severa differ-
ent areas. Karl canyoufix thisarea. My notesareunclear.

Commissioner Schulze asked about the rationale for the fee increase to $24. Mr.
Engel bach answered that even with afeeincrease of thismagnitude the CdiforniaCom-
munity Collegestill would havethelowest feesinthe nation.

Commissioner Johnson noted that it isvery difficult to accept thelevel of cutsproposed
for the community colleges and that vocational education programs need to be pro-
tected.

Director Moore noted that thereis great uncertainty about the budget and that if the
Governor vetoesthe current funding measureon hisdesk, it will likely delay discussion
about the 2003-04 Budget.

Commissioner Field expressed concern that budget cutsfor higher education that are
too deep would adversdly affect the economic engine of the State.

Commissioner Welinsky asked if the proposed budget reductionsfor UC and CSU
would affect their ability to enroll studentsat the Master Plan guidelinelevels.

Mr. Engel bach responded that both UC and CSU would be ableto enroll students at
Masgter Planguiddinelevels.

Mr. Engel bach stated that while the Ca Grant Program would befully funded, therewill
beadecreaseinthelevel of awvard to studentswho attend private colleges. Thereduc-
tionisabout $900.

Commissioner Chandler expressed concern that studentsreceive notification that Cal
Grant awardsareavailable.

Mr. Engel bach indicated that thereisasmall amount of money in the CSAC budget to
dert sudents. Headded that it was noted that March 2™ isthe deadlinefor studentsto
apply for aCal Grant Award; in order to be eligiblefor an award students must com-
pleteaFAFSA and havetheir GPA verified.

A generd discuss on among Commissionersabout the effects of budget cutson students
surfaced thefollowing concerns. Chair Arkatov reminded the Commission about the
importance of Adult Education. Commissioner Schulze stressed the need to develop
practical solutionsto solvethe budget problem. Commissioner Welinsky stressed that
any feeincrease above 15% wasexcessive. He also expressed concern that the cutsto
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the community collegeswere greater than at UC or CSU. Commissioner Chandler
suggested that joint use of facilitiesbe studied asapartial solution to the budget prob-
lem.

DianaFuentesMichd, Vice Chancellor, Governmental Relations& External Affairs,
spoke to the Commission about issues being considered in the CaliforniaCommunity
Colleges Chancellor’ s Office regarding the budget for the community colleges. Ms.
Michel indicated that the Chancellor’ s Officeis studying how student feesfit into the
total financing packagefor the community colleges. She stated that the Board of Gov-
ernorspolicy of moderate and predictablefeeincreaseswould indicate that student fees
wouldrisefrom $11 per unit to $15 per unit. Ms. Miche confirmed that the community
collegeslost about 100,000 students during thelast budget crisis. She stressed that not
all of thelosscould be attributed to theincreasein fees but a so to other changes made
at that timeintermsof prioritizing Sudent access. Findly, Ms. Michel indicated that the
Chancdllor’ sOfficewasin discuss onswith the Department of Finance about resolving
issuesrelaed to non-compliant concurrent enrollIment that occurred in the Orange County
area.

Recess

The Commissiontook abreak beginningat 11:14 am.

Reconvene

Chair Arkatov reconvened the Commission at 11:25am.

Areview
of California's
cross-enrollment

program

Chair Arkatov caled on gtaff member Murray Haberman to update the Commissionon
any changes madeto thisreport sinceit was presented as an Information Item at the
December 3, 2002 Commission Meeting.

Mr. Haberman briefly reminded the Commissioners about the purpose of thisstudy and
then indicated the changesthat had been madeto the report. He mentioned that on
page 11 another bullet had been added to highlight that the Cross-Enrollment Program
should belinked to emerging dual admissionsprograms. Healso noted that item 4 on
page 14 had been added to the report. Again, thiswasdoneto highlight that severa
initiatives, in addition to the Cross-Enrollment Program, are currently underway through-
out the state that are designed to improve cooperation and collaboration among the
segments of higher education. Mr. Haberman then asked the Commissionersif they
had any questions.

Commissioner Schulze asked if there are any waysto highlight the existence of this
program. Specifically, sheasked if high school counselorscould help to advertisethe
existence of thisprogram.

Mr. Haberman responded that high school counselorsare currently overworked. He
did notethat the CSU had prepared abrochure and that the program ismentioned in
any number of college catalogues.

Chair Arkatov stressed that marketing isvery important and that other avenues, such as
on-line counsel ors or the use of technology, could be used.
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Commissioner Johnson stated that she thought the $10 fee wastoo low and recom-
mended that it beincreased.

Mr. Haberman stated that he has had conversationswith the University of California
about the fee level for this program but they stated that the idea was to encourage
studentsto apply.

Commissioner Field dsoindicated support for ahigher feefor thisprogram.

Commissioner Schulze moved for adoption of thisreport and itsappropriatetranamittal.
Commissioner Chandler seconded the motion. Thereport was unanimoudy adopted
with therecognition that Commissioner Johnson supported ahigher feelevd.

Admissionpolicies Chair Arkatov called on staff member Murray Haberman to provide an update on any
andattritionrates changesmadeto thisreport sinceit was presented to the Commission on December 3,

inCalifornia  2002.

Community  nr Haperman reminded the Commission that this study came about as aresult of
Collegenursing  |egig ation offered by Senator Poochigian. Headded it flowed out of concernsabout the
Programs  cyrrent nursing shortagein Caifornia, concerns about admission practicesin community
college nursing programs, the attrition rates of sudentsenrolled inthese programs, and
passage rateson the NCLEX exam. Mr. Haberman then introduced Joanne Spetz and
Jean Ann Seago, the research team leaders, who conducted the study, to talk about
ther findings.
Theresearchersindicated that improvementsin successful completion of anursing pro-
gram and passage of the NCLEX exam could be enhanced by standardizing admissions
requirements, identifying those studentswho will be successful (preparation), providing
appropriate help for studentsenrolled (ESL services, tutoring programs, and financia
stanceto lessen the need towork), limit the number of unitsrequired so that students
can graduatein two years, and better information so that students can make informed
decisions.
Commissioner Field asked that the reference to ESL be made more specific so that
medical termsare coveredin any ESL course. He also asked that the contribution of
private collegesand universities berecognized in thereport.

Commissioner Chandler moved for adoption of thisreport and itsappropriate transmit-
tal. Commissioner Field seconded themotion. The Commission unanimously adopted
thereport.

Facultysalaries  Chair Arkatov called on staff member Murray Haberman to present thisitem.

ublic?jri\?g:;;ingf Mr. Haberman noted that thisisan annual report that isbased on aset of comparison
P 2003- 04 ingtitutionsthat had been renegotiated in 1989. He called attention to the comparison

indtitutionsin Display 1 aswell asnoting the history of the sdlary comparisonsin Display
2. He gtated that there were 2 minor correctionsto thisdisplay.
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Mr. Haberman pointed out that the lag for the CSU faculty is8.% in the 2002-03 fiscal
year and is projected to grow to 12.0% in the 2003-04 budget year. For the UC
faculty thelag in the 2002-03 fiscal year is estimated at 4.5% and it is expected to
increaseto 9.2% in the 2003-04 budget year.

Commissioner Rodriguez asked if the University of Californiahad the ability to hire
faculty off-scde.

Mr. Haberman and Mr. Todd Greenspan from the University of CaiforniaOfficeof the
President indi cated that Departments had discretion to offer sdlariesthat are off-scalein
order to attract afaculty member.

Finaly, Mr. Haberman indicated that there are some missing ingtitutionsin the compari-
son groups, but that hewas expecting to haveal of the dataavailablefor the next Com-
missionmesting.

Recess

Chair Arkatov recessed the Commission until 1:30 p.m.

Reconvene

Chair Arkatov reconvened the public session of the Tuesday, February 4, 2003 Cali-
fornia Postsecondary Education Commission meeting at 1:40 p.m.

Needs analysis
review for the
community

lear ningcenter
proposed by the
MiraCosta
Community
CollegeDistrict

Chair Arkatov caled on Mr. William L. Storey, Commission consultant on this project
to present thisreport. Mr. Storey provided background on the processthis project has
undergone prior to reaching the Commission, including planning and devel opment work
by center and district officias, approval by local Board of Trustees, and review by the
Board of Governorsof the CdiforniaCommunity Colleges. Mr. Storey concluded by
stating hisrecommendation that the Commission approve the MiraCosta Community
CollegeDidtrict’ sproposal to establish the Community Learning Center in Oceanside
asan officid educationa center.

Mr. Tim Dong, Superintendent of the MiraCosta Community College District, then
spokein support of the center. He described the demographics of the Oceanside area
and said that the center would serve the mostly low-income, high immigrant population
of thearea. Mr. Dong said that the curriculum and related student serviceswould be
designed to meet the educational needs of the community, including the provision of
technical training and support toloca high school teachersin the Oceanside community.
He concluded by noting that the community college district had worked very closely
withthelocal K-12 digtrict in devel oping thiscenter.

Commissioner Schulze spokein strong support of the proposa. She said that she had
visited the site of the center and had met with studentsand staff. Shesaid that it was
collaborative effort between thelocal community college and K-12 districts of thekind
the Commission has advocated.

In further discussion, Commissioner Johnson expressed some concerns about the com-
munity college center’ sfocus on adult high school education and community service,
particularly inthe current budgetary environment. She suggested the need for further
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joint planning with thelocal K-12 district and said that shewould be more comfortable
the proposal had aready devel oped itsacademic plan.

Mr. Dong explained that the center is seen asan entry point in the neighborhood where
peoplewould feel comfortable entering higher education and that the course offerings
and services had to be geared to encourage these mainly non college-going personsto
attend. Hesaid that after they had enrolled and experienced somelevel s of education
achievement, the center’ s course offerings and support serviceswould hel p students
transfer into bachel or’ sdegree-granting ingtitutions.

Mr. Storey also clarified that Commission approval of the center would not mandate
State capital expendituresfor the center, but would only alow the center to competefor
State funding among the other colleges and centers of the CaliforniaCommunity Col-

leges.

Mr. Wat Reno, facilitiesanayst with the CdiforniaCommunity Colleges Chancellor’s
Office, spoketo the proposal. He said that the enrollment projectionsthat help justify
the need for this center are based solely on college-level work and not pre-collegiate
courses. He said that the center’ s curriculum would grow asthe college grew. He
concluded that with the needs of thisarea, the center would serveasa*bridge” to help
sudentsfully trangtioninto college-level work.

On amoation by Commissioner Schulze, seconded by Commissioner Chandler, the
Commission approved establishing the MiraCosta Community College District Com-
munity Learning Center in Oceanside as an educational center on avoicevote, with
Commissioner Johnson abstaining.

Chair Arkatov thanked Mr. Storey, the MiraCosta Community Learning Center repre-
sentative, and the Chancellor’ s Office representative for their presentations.

Commission Chair Arkatov called on Mr. Stacy Wilson from the Commission staff to present this
reviewof a report. Mr. Wilson provided background on the proposed Willow-International Edu-
proposal bythe cational Center, to belocated in Clovis, California, which would replace an existing
State Center  outreach center. Hesaid that the district had outgrown the current center, noting officia
Community popul ation estimates provided by the State' s Department of Finance Demographic Re-
College District to search Unit shows large popul ation growth in the area, coupled with projections of
establishthe Substantia enrollment growth. Mr. Wilson described the geographic region of the State
Willow-  Center Community College District and noted that itsmain community college, Fresno

International Gty College, isaso nearing capacity.

Educational  Mr. Wilson continued that the community collegedistrict had worked closely with the
Center  |oca K-12 school district in devel oping thisproposal and that the new center would
both compliment and share resourceswith aplanned nearby high school. Mr. Wilson
concluded by noting that initialy he had requested additiona information fromthedis-
trict onfinancing, intersegmental coordination, and other areasand that digtrict officias
had now provided him with sufficient information to addresshis concerns.
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Mr. Terry Kershaw, Interim Vice-Chancellor for Education Servicesat the State Cen-
ter District, spoke briefly in support of the center and noted that the current center
enrolls 1,000 full-time equivalent students. He said that hisdigtrict and thelocal K-12
digtrict wereworking closdy together in planning new facilities.

Commissioner Chandler commented that the district was* bulging at the seams’ and
that it needed new educational facilities.

Commissioner Rodriguez asked digtrict officidsif they had consdered using additiona
non-state sources of fundsfor the project, given the State’ sstrained fiscal condition.
Mr. Kershaw responded that the district’ s share of the anticipated costs of this center
wasgreater than what wasinitialy presented in thereport and that he had provided Mr.
Wilsonwith updated information on the costs, taking into account the district’ srecent
passage of alocal general obligation bond issue. Ms. Gin'Y ang-Staehlin, afacilities
anadyst with the CaiforniaCommunity College' s Chancellors Office, thentestified that
thedistrict will have provided half of thetotal financing for the project by thetimethe
second phase of development of the center (2006 through 2010) concludes.

Chair Arkatov thanked Mr. Wilson, the State Center representative, and the Chancellor’'s
Officerepresentativefor their presentations.

Commission
Recommendations
Concerning
Alternative
Delivery Options
for the State’'sCal
Grant Program

Chair Arkatov called on Mr. Karl Engelbach from the Commission staff to present this
report. Mr. Engelbach provided background on the report, noting that it was done at
therequest of the Legidature and that the Commission had convened atask forceto
assstinitscompletion. He said that the L egidatureis concerned that the present pro-
cessfor ddivering Cal Grant awardsto studentswastoo complicated and ineffective
andthat thegoa of thisproject wasto recommend improvementsto the current process
to better meet the needs of students.

Mr. Engel bach described the ddliberations and then summarized thereport’ skey find-
ingsonthe current Cal Grant student financial aid delivery system:

a. The State needs better information on the cost of the current system and of any
proposed changes.

b. The State’ shigh schools should be required to report grade-point averages (GPAS)
for al high school graduates each year to the California Student Aid Commission
(CSAC).

c. CSAC should create astatewide database of high school graduate’ sGPAS, to assst
indtitutionsin identifying which sudentsat theinditutionsmight qudify for Cd Grants.
d. The State should decentralizethe Cal Grant program and movetowardsacampus-
based ddlivery sysemfor both the* Entitlement” and “ Comptitive’ award programs.

Chair Arkatov asked Mr. Engelbach if thereport dealt with studentswho are accepted
toaCadliforniaState University or University of Californiacampusand receiveaCal
Grant but subsequently are determined to be academically deficient and drop out. Mr.
Engelbach responded that the report did not deal with policy issues such asthe aca
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demic merit of Cal Grant award recipients, only with issuesrelated to theaid delivery
Process.

Commissioner Rodriguez asked if postsecondary ingtitutionswould haveincentivesto
reducetheir levelsof ingtitutional aid if they aso had responsibility for overseeing Ca
Grant awardsto students. Mr. Engelbach responded that ingtitutions currently takeinto
account al potentia sourcesof student financiad aid—State grants, work study, Federa
grantsand loans, family contributions, etc. —when putting together astudent’ sfinancial
aid package.

Mr. Engelbach continued that in additionto the aid delivery processrecommendations
the Commission had devel oped in consultation with the task force, therewerea so two
policy recommendationsincluded in thereport regarding the Cal Grant program. First,
Commission staff recommendsthat the Governor, Legidature, and other stakeholders
should modify the Cal Grant awards program to take into account the needs of older
students. Secondly, thissamereview and modification should occur regarding the needs
of student pursuing vocational education and technical training.

Mr. Engelbach noted that the current processisfocused primarily on high school-age
students and those who progressimmediately from high school into college. Much of
the processinvolvesthetypes of materialsthat adults older than their mid-20s have
trouble ng and includes deadlines and other requirementsthat working adultsre-
entering the educational system would havetrouble meeting. He concluded that sucha
re-configuration of the Cal Grant awards system would better facilitate the needs of the
State’ spopulation and be better aligned with the re-training needs of the many Califor-
nians.

Commissioner Field complimented Mr. Engelbach for the report and he and others
made some suggestionsasto the organization of thereport. Mr. Engelbach said that the
report would be changed to reflect the Commissioner’ ssuggestions.

Commissioner Welinsky asked Mr. Engelbach to explain theissue regarding grade-
point averages. Mr. Engelbach noted that currently the calculation of astudent’ shigh
school GPA for determining Cal Grant eligibility isdifferent from GPA calculationsfor
usein high schoal or in collegesand that thiscauses confusion. He continued that if high
schoolswererequired annually to report al graduating student’ s“Cal Grant” GPA to
CSAC, many studentswho are now potentialy digiblefor, but unaware of, Ca Grants
would receive theinformation they need to apply for the grants.

Commissioner Welinsky suggested that the Commission approvethisitem asaCom-
mission staff report for immediate transmittal to the L egidature and Governor to meet
the February 28 deadline contained in the Supplemental Report L anguage requesting
thisstudy.

The Commission, on aunanimous voi ce voted, approved transmitting the report aswas
recommended by Commissioner Welinsky.

Mr. John Peirce, the Generd Counsdl and Chief of the Legal Affairsand Governmental
Relations Division of the California Student Aid Commission, spoketo theitem on
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behalf of Student Aid Commission Chair Michael Cooney and the Commission staff.
He requested that the CPEC Commissionersread the materials submitted by CSAC
that are proposed to be part of the attached background documentsto the full report.

Mr. Peirce summarized CSAC'’ s concerns with the proposed recommendations, as
follows

a. Thesechangeswould force CSAC to abandonitsCa Grant delivery system, even
though thissystem is specifically set up to makethese awards.

b. CSAC scost estimatesfor establishing campus-based aid delivery systemshave
found them to be very expensive.

c. Therearepotential legal and congtitutional issuesin the Competitive Program for
operating adecentralized awarding system.

d. Eliminating centralized notification of awardsmay cause studentswho arenctina
high school’ straditiona “college-bound” track to be excluded from theaid process,
sinceindividual collegeswould not notify every singlegraduating student inahigh
school.

Mr. Engelbach noted that there was some disagreement with CSAC’ s assessment of
the potential impacts of the recommendations on the part of task force membersand
CPEC staff. Hecited, asan example, different cost estimatesfor campus-based aid
ddivery systemsdeveloped by campusrepresentatives. He stated that theinformation
provided by CSAC would beincluded in the background papersto thisreport.

Chair Arkatov thanked Mr. Engelbach and Mr. Peircefor their presentationson this
item.

Adjournment

Therebeing no further business, the Chair called for adjournment of the meeting at 3:00
p.m.
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